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CRITERION ONE: National Prtorxty AreaL Wettand Progmm Developmem and WTPS

(15 points)
_ 8 (0—15 points})

Under this criterion, propesals will be eval

Section I. C, PRIORITY AREAS AND TRACK CONCEPT and in addition, if

ted based on how well the applicant: 1)
proposes to develop a WPP consistent with fhe objectives and gmdelmes described in

applicable, the proposal will also be evaluatgd to the extent it describes one or more core
endix A) that the applicant proposes to

elements(s) and associated action(s) (see Ap




carry out or 2) describes which grant-eligible|actions from an EPA-approved WPP the
applicant proposes to catry out-and how they will do so.
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CRITERION TWO: Project Need (10 points)
(0 - 10 points) Under this criterion, proposals will be evaluated based on how

well the applicant demonstrates the need for the project as it pertains to developmg or

refining a state/tribal/local govemmcnt weilapnd program
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CRITERION THREE: Regional Priority Ateas (5 points)
o (0 -5 points) Applicants will be evaluated based on how well the proposed

project addresses the Reglonal Priority.
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CRITERION FOUR: Environmental Results: Outpum, Outcomes, and Tracking (20

points}
Under this criterion, proposals will be evalugted based on how well the proposal
demonstrates each of following:

(0 — 5 points) (A.1) Description of how the applicant expects to achieve the
expected project outputs (products).
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(0 — 5 points) (A.2) Description of how the applicant expects to achieve the
expected project outcomes (objectives) and ow the project’s outcomes will be used to
develop or refine a state or tribal wetland program (i.e., how likely is it that the project
will increase protection of wetland resources or increase knowledge of an applicant’s
wetland resources)? ' '
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S ___(0-5 points) (A.3) Description of how the proposed project’s objectlves and
outcomes are aligned with the EPA Strategic Plan Goal of achieving a net increase in
wetland acres with a focus on assessment gf wetland condition?
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I (0~ 5 points) (B) Tracking Outpyts and Outcomes: Under this criterion,
apphcants will be evaluated based on how vell their proposal demonstrates a sound plan .
for measuring and tracking their progress tpward achieving the expected project outputs
and outcomes? _
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CRITERION FI I/E Tasks/Milestone Sch‘ffule/l)emded Budget Narrative (30 points)
Under this criterion, proposals will be evaljated based on the extent and quality to which

the proposal demonstrates the following: .
(0 - 20 points) (A) A clear description of project tasks and associated products

and whethcr the applicant’s approach (m odology) or the steps proposed to develop an
approach is sound.
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5 {0 - 5 points) (B) A clearly articulated milestone schedule that shows a breakout
of the project into phases by associated taskl and a timeline for completion of the tasks
including the anticipated dates for the start aind completion of each task. [n addition,
whether there is a clearly articulated approach to ensure that.-awarded funds will be
expended in a timely and efficient manner will also be evaluated.
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g {0 - 5 points) (C) The adequacy of th
asonable and allowable including whether:
dbllars and the total project cost for each

budget and whether the proposed costs are re
the applicant identified the requested federal
component/task for each budget item from Fo
how non-federal partners will provide cost s

effectiveness and reasonableness of costs and |
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CRITERION SIX: Programmatic Capability)

points)

Under this criterion, proposals will be evaluats

‘Technical Experience/ Qualifications (15

2d based on the applicant’s ability to

successfully manage and complete the proposgd project taking into account the

applicant’s:

2.5 (0-7.5 points) (A)'E‘xperience_. relats
~ readiness and ability to implement the propos¢

vd to the proposed project, and their
d project in a successful and timely
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25 (0 - 7.5 points) (B) Staff experiencel|
resources, or the ability to obtain them, to suc
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CRITERION SEVEN: Partnerships (15 poi
1o __ (0 - 15 points) Under this criterion,
well the applicant has demonstrated appropri
in Section IV.C.3.B.§, Partnership Informatio
1V.C.3.B.6, Partnership Information: Provi
responsibilities of specific partners in the pro

roposals will be evaluated based on how
te and necessary partnerships as described
, to help perform the project. (Section

e a clear description of the roles and
t’s components/tasks, and how these



partnerships will contribute to building a s
program. A state/tribal /local governmen
within their organization, or if appropriate
approach. If the applicant is an interstate
designated as an agency of a state gove

already and/or will continue to partner (duti

tate/tribal/local government’s wetland
t applicant may describe how they will partner

describe how having no partners is the best
gency, intertribal consortium, or university
ent they should describe how they have

ring the project) with the appropriate

State/tribe/local government(s) in which tHe project is physically located, or where the

resuits of the project are intended to be use
support/commitment, from intended parte

d. You may attach optional letters of
rs, to your proposal as supporting documents

and they will not be counted in the 16-pag};imit for the proposal workplan. The letters

should be submitted on the supporting org;
the applicant.)
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- CRITERION EIGHT: Transfer of Results

(0 - 5 points) Under this criterion,|
well it demonstrates the applicant’s plan fo
methods to other states or tribes within and|

(3 points)

proposals will be evaluated based on how

¢ active transfer of project results and/or

beyond their own organization, so that the

others can better build their wetland programs.
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CRITERION NINE: Past Performance (1
Under this criterion, proposals will be evaly
successfully complete and manage the prop

@ points)

Jated based on the applicant’s ability to
psed project taking into account their:

(0 - 5 points) (i) past performance in successfully completing and managing the

assistance agreements identified in response to
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S (0 - 5 points) (11} history of meeting
agreements identified in response to Section IV
applicant submitted acceptable final technical
which the applicant adequately and timely repo

the reporting requirements under the assistance
C. of the announcement including whether the

erons under those agreements and the extent to

ed on their progress towards achieving the




expected outputs and outcomes under those agrecments and if such progress was not being made
whether the applicant adequately reported why not, ‘
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Note: In evaluating applicants under the subcriterion above, EPA will consider the
information supplied by the applicant in its proposal, and may also consider relevant
snformation from other sources including Ageney files (e.g., Grantee Compliance
Database) and prior/current grantors (e.g., to yerify and/or supplement the information
provided the by applicant). Applicants with nd relevant or available past performance
information will receive a neutral score for thgse factors (i.e., 2.5 points for subcriterion i
and ii). Failure to provide any past performange information, or to include a statement in
your proposal that you do not have any relevant or available past performance
information, may result in a zero score for thege factors,

Qverall strengths of the
proposal:

Overall weaknesses of the proposal:
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